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D. JOHNSON WLLIS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
and
BARBARA BURNEY; JAMES EDWARD RHODES; EARNSTI NE
BROWN,
Plaintiffs,

Ver sus

JONES COUNTY, NORTH CAROLI NA,
Def endant - Appell ee,
and
J. ROBERT JARVAN; LESLIE D. STRAYHORN; NOLAN
JONES; RIVERS & ASSOCI ATES, | NCORPORATED,
LARRY MEADOAS;, ROBERT L. MATTOCKS; HORACE B.
PH LLI PS; CHARLES BATTLE, JR.,

Def endant s.

No. 96-1278

D. JOHNSON WLLI S,
Plaintiff - Appellant,



and
BARBARA BURNEY; JAMES EDWARD RHODES; EARNSTI NE
BROMN,
Plaintiffs,

Ver sus

JONES COUNTY, NORTH CAROLI NA,
Def endant - Appell ee,
and
J. ROBERT JARMAN; LESLIE D. STRAYHORN; NOLAN
JONES; RIVERS & ASSOCI ATES, | NCORPORATED,
LARRY MEADOWS; ROBERT L. MATTOCKS; HORACE B.
PH LLI PS; CHARLES BATTLE, JR.,

Def endant s.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Di s-
trict of North Carolina, at Greenville. MalcolmJ. Howard, D s-
trict Judge. (CA-94-13-4-H)

Submitted: June 20, 1996 Decided: July 9, 1996

Before HALL, WLKINS, and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

D. Johnson WIllis, Appellant Pro Se. Mark D. Bardill, Trenton,
North Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

I n No. 95-3051 Appel | ant appeal s a district court order grant-
I ng the Defendants' notion to continue thetrial and pretrial dates
to March 11, 1996. Although this appeal was interlocutory when
filed, it is now ripe because the district court entered final

judgnment prior tothis Court's reviewof the appeal. See Equi pnent

Fi nance G oup, I nc. v. Traverse Conputer Brokers, 973 F. 2d 345, 347

(4th GCr. 1992). In No. 96-1278, Appellant appeals fromthe dis-
trict court's order denying relief on his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1988)
conpl aint on the basis of res judicata.

We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
and orders and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. WIlis v. Jones County, No.

CA-94-13-4-H (E.D.N.C. Nov. 24, 1995; Feb. 22, 1996). W deny
Appel lant's notion for oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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